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APPENDIX D.  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DOE RESPONSES

In November 2000, the Department of Energy
(DOE) published the Savannah River Site High-
Level Waste Tank Closure Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0303D) and invited
public comment on the document.  DOE held
public hearings on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in North Augusta and
Columbia, South Carolina, respectively, on
January 9 and 11, 2001.  The public comment
period ended on January 23, 2001.  DOE
received written comments from 18 individuals
and organizations and 8 people who spoke at the
public hearings.  DOE considered all comments
in preparing this Final EIS.

This appendix provides the comments received
and DOE�s responses.  Written comments and
their responses are summarized in D.1.  In
Section D.2, each written comment letter is
reproduced, with individual comments,
questions, and suggestions labeled; responses to
them are provided on the pages that follow each
comment letter.  If a comment prompted DOE to
modify the EIS, the response describes the
change and identifies its location in the Final
EIS.

In Section D.3, comments made during the
public hearings are summarized, followed by
DOE�s responses.  Transcripts from the hearings
are available at the DOE public reading rooms:

DOE Freedom of Information Reading
Room

Forrestal Building, Room 1E-190
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC  20585
Phone:  202-586-6020

and DOE Public Document Room
University of South Carolina,

Aiken Campus
University Library, 2nd Floor
171 University Pkwy.
Aiken, SC  29801
Phone:  803-648-6851

D.1 Summary of Comments

Several of the major points made by commenters
are summarized below, together with DOE's
responses.  More detailed responses are provided
in Sections D.2 and D.3

Alternatives

Several comments questioned DOE's choice of
alternatives for analysis or suggested additional
alternatives that DOE should have considered.
Specific topics included requests for clarification
of the intent of the No Action Alternative,
consideration of offsite disposal of tanks under
the Clean and Remove Tanks Alternative, and a
suggestion that DOE should cut up some of the
tanks and place the components inside other
intact tanks before grouting them.  Several
comments expressed concern or requested
clarification about specific elements of the
alternatives, including how transfer lines would
be treated under the various alternatives and
whether removed tank components would be
disposed in the Savannah River Site (SRS)
E-Area Vaults under the Clean and Remove
Tanks Alternative.

Response:

DOE finds that the suggested new and modified
alternatives either are not reasonable or were
effectively addressed by the analysis presented
in the EIS.  Therefore, DOE did not change the
alternatives considered in the EIS (other than
modifying the Clean and Stabilize Tanks
Alternative).  However, clarifying information
was added to the EIS as a result of several of
these comments, as described in the responses to
individual comments.

Use of Oxalic Acid

Several comments questioned the use of oxalic
acid in cleaning tanks: whether other products
could be used to remove residual material in the
tanks, and whether DOE expects to use oxalic
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acid in view of technical concerns, particularly
about the potential for nuclear criticality.
Comments pointed out apparent contradictions
between statements that oxalic acid cleaning
would be used in the Clean and Stabilize Tanks
Alternative and other statements that oxalic acid
cleaning would not be practicable in the context
of the Clean and Remove Tanks Alternative.

Response:

DOE revised the EIS to clarify DOE�s position
regarding the use of oxalic acid.  Following bulk
waste removal, DOE would clean the tanks, if
necessary, to meet the performance objectives
contained in the General Closure Plan and the
tank-specific Closure Module.  In accordance
with the General Closure Plan, the need for and
the extent of any tank cleaning would be
determined based on the analysis presented in
the tank-specific Closure Module.  Concern
about potential criticality would not preclude
using oxalic acid for tank cleaning.  However, a
thorough, tank-specific evaluation for criticality
would need to be done before using oxalic acid
in any tank.  The evaluation may result in the
identification of additional tank-specific controls
to ensure prevention of criticality.  As discussed
in the EIS, DOE identified oxalic acid as the
preferred chemical cleaning agent after studying
numerous other potential cleaning agents.
Concerns about the effect of oxalic acid on the
quality of the Defense Waste Processing Facility
(DWPF) waste feed would be resolved by
special handling of batches of waste feed that
contained oxalates as a result of tank cleaning
activities.

Cleaning of Tank Annulus

Several comments asked about the status of and
plans for efforts to remove waste found in the
annuli of some tanks, including the status of
waste removal from the annulus of Tank 16.

Response:

In Chapter 2, a new paragraph was added on
cleaning of the secondary containment, stating
that waste would most likely be removed from
the annulus using water and/or steam sprays,

possibly combined with a chemical cleaning
agent, such as oxalic acid.  The Summary and
Appendix A have been revised to clarify the
status of waste removal from the Tank 16
annulus, specifically to state that some waste has
been removed from the annulus, although some
waste still remains.

Residual Waste

Several comments requested information on the
residual waste inventories assumed for
individual tanks or asked how DOE would
measure or estimate the quantity and
characteristics of residual waste remaining after
tank cleaning is complete.  Several comments
requested additional discussion of the process by
which the DOE determines that residual waste is
�incidental to reprocessing.�

Response:

In response to these comments, a table listing the
assumed volume of residual waste if the tanks
are cleaned remaining in each closed high-level
waste (HLW) tank has been added to
Appendix C.  These volume estimates are based
on previous experience with cleaning of Tanks
16, 17, and 20 and on judgments of the
effectiveness of the cleaning method.  Also,
additional information on the approach used to
estimate residual waste characteristics has been
provided in Appendix A.  For modeling
purposes, the EIS assumes that the composition
of the residual waste would be approximately
the same as the sludge currently in the tanks.
Before each tank is closed, DOE will collect and
analyze samples of the residual waste remaining
after tank closure and would conduct camera
inspections to obtain visual evidence of the
volume of residual waste in that tank.  DOE has
expanded the discussion of the three criteria for
determining that waste is incidental to
reprocessing, as specified in DOE Manual
435.1-1, Radioactive Waste Management.

Institutional Control and Future Land Use

Several questions addressed institutional control
and future land use.  Commenters said that DOE
should not assume that institutional control
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would be retained for the entire duration of
modeling analysis or that the land around the
Tank Farms would remain in
commercial/industrial use.  Some expressed
concern about whether the selected alternative
for HLW tanks closure would restrict potential
future land use.

Response:

No changes were made to the EIS as a result of
these comments.  DOE's Savannah River Site
Future Use Plan calls for the land around the F
and H Areas (i.e., between Upper Three Runs
and Fourmile Branch) to remain in industrial use
indefinitely.  This future use designation would
not be affected by the choice of a tank closure
alternative.  Although DOE does not envision
relinquishing control of the area, it does
recognize that there is uncertainty in projecting
future land use and effectiveness of institutional
controls.  Therefore, in this EIS, DOE assumes
direct physical control in the General
Separations Area only for the next 100 years
from the date of tank closure.  In addition to
reporting estimated human health impacts based
at a regulatory point of compliance that is at the
seepline (about a mile from the tank farms) DOE
has provided estimates of human health
implications of doses that would be received by
persons obtaining drinking water from a well
directly adjacent to the boundary of the tank
farm.

Regulatory Standard and Point of Compliance

Several comments questioned the regulatory
point of compliance (i.e., the seepline) or the
application of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) drinking water standard of 4
mrem/year at that location.  One viewpoint was
that the seepline should not be used as the point
of compliance unless institutional controls
prevent groundwater use at locations closer to
the tank farm.  Another viewpoint was that the
seepline point of compliance is overly
conservative because people would obtain water
from the nearby stream rather than at the
seepline.  Several commenters stated that the
4 mrem/year limit is overly conservative and

suggested adopting a less stringent standard.
Another concern expressed was that a more
stringent standard might be applied under a
future Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA)/Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) regulatory process.

Response:

The performance objective of 4 mrem/year at the
seepline was established by South Carolina
Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC), after discussions with DOE
and EPA Region 4 and following an evaluation
of all applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements.

EIS Summary

Several comments specifically addressed the EIS
Summary, often requesting clarification on
topics that were covered in the EIS text or
appendices, but not in the EIS Summary.  Some
commenters suggested that the Summary should
be made an integral part of the EIS instead of
being published as a separate volume.

Response:

In response to several comments, DOE
incorporated additional information from the
EIS into the EIS Summary.  As allowed and
encouraged in the Council on Environmental
Quality National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) implementing regulations (40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 1500.4), DOE
publishes the Summary separately as a service to
readers, many of whom only read the Summary.

D.2 Comment Letters and DOE
Responses

In the following section, DOE has reproduced
the written comments received and provides a
response to each.  Table D-1 lists the comment
letters and provides the letter numbers and
commenter names.
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Table D-1.  Written Comments on the SRS High-Level Waste Tank Closure Draft EIS.
Comment Source

Number* Commenter Page Number
L-1 Mr. Wade Waters D-5
L-2 Mr. William F. Lawless D-11
L-3 Mr. R. P. Borsody D-17
L-4 Mr. Heinz J. Mueller, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency D-25
L-5 Mr. Peter French D-34
L-6 Mr. Thomas H. Essig, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission D-37
L-7 Mr. W. Lee Poe D-43
L-8 Mr. Jim Hardeman, Georgia Department of Natural Resources D-65
L-9 Mr. Frank Watters D-68
L-10 Mr. Ernest S. Chaput D-70
L-11 Mr. Kenneth W. Holt, Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention
D-73

L-12 Mr. Andreas Mager, Jr., National Marine Fisheries Service D-78
L-13 Mr. Cliff Blackman, Georgia Department of Natural

Resources
D-81

L-14 Mr. Cliff Blackman, Georgia Department of Natural
Resources

D-85

L-15 Mr. Cliff Blackman, Georgia Department of Natural
Resources

D-89

L-16 Mr. James H. Lee, U.S. Department of the Interior D-92
L-17 Mr. Eric G. Hawk, National Marine Fisheries Service D-94
L-18 Ms. Angela Stoner, South Carolina State Budget and Control

Board
D-97

                                                                
*Unique codes were given to each of the letters received.  Individual comments are coded L-1-1, etc.
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L-1-1

L-1-2

L-1-3
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L-1-5

L-1-6

L-1-4

L-1-7

L-1-8
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L-1-9

L-1-10

L-1-8
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Response to comment L-1-1 and L-1-2:
Comment noted.

Response to comment L-1-3:  The comment is
correct in that it is not probable that someone
would drink 2 liters per day from the seepline;
rather, they would drink from the free-flowing
waters of the creek.  However, this conservative
point of compliance and the 4 mrem/year
standard were established by the State regulators
and DOE does not have a need to change the
point of compliance.  Use of the 4 mrem/year
performance objective also helps ensure that the
100 mrem/year all-pathways dose limit would be
met.  Also see response to comment L-5-4 (first
paragraph).

Response to comment L-1-4:  See response to
comment L-1-3.

Response to comment L-1-5:  The inventory that
is needed for modeling is the inventory of the
residual left after waste removal.  For tanks that
have not undergone waste removal, this residual
does not yet exist.  If spray water washing was
used, the residual would be lower in soluble
components than the salt solution because water
washing removes most soluble components, but
would be higher in insoluble components.  For
the purposes of the modeling in the EIS, it was
assumed that the composition of the residual
would be approximately the same as the sludge
currently in the tanks, which DOE believes is
conservative.  Section A.4.3 has been revised to
provide more information on residual waste
sampling/characterization.  �To determine the
characteristics of the residual material that
would remain in the closed HLW tanks, DOE
obtained and analyzed sludge samples from
waste tanks containing each of the major waste
streams that have gone to the tank farms.  These
samples were washed in the laboratory,
approximating what might remain after waste
removal, and the concentrations of various
components in the washed sludge were
measured.  DOE used the results of these
samples in developing the process knowledge
database that was used for the modeling
described in Appendix C.  Samples of the actual
residuals that would remain in each tank after
waste removal would be collected and analyzed

after the completion of waste removal in that
tank.�

Response to comment L-1-6:  The Foreword and
the Table of Contents in the Final EIS indicate
that the Summary is published as a separate
volume.  DOE publishes the Summary
separately as a service to readers, many of whom
only read the Summary.  Publication of an EIS
in several volumes is a common practice
consistent with the Council on Environmental
Quality guidelines on the content of an EIS.

Response to comment L-1-7:  See response to
comment L-4-23.

Response to comment L-1-8:  DOE believes that
the facilities listed in the last paragraph of
Section S-3 on page S-13 of the Draft EIS would
not substantially affect the current SRS HLW
inventory.  This EIS considers alternatives for
closure of empty HLW tanks; therefore, impacts
of new HLW generation are not within the scope
of this document.

The HLW program utilizes a �High-Level Waste
System Plan� to help plan and manage the
operation of the tank farms, DWPF, and
associated systems.  This plan is updated
annually and whenever there are major
perturbations to the system.  Included in this
plan are the known influents to the HLW
system.  Potential impacts from new missions
will be included in this planning document.

Response to comment L-1-9:  As discussed in
Section C.1.1, the performance assessment
modeling presented in the EIS assumes that, at
some point in the future, degradation associated
with the aging of the tanks would destroy the
tanks.  The contaminants are then assumed to
reside at the bottom of a hole equal to the depth
of the tank (generally 30 to 40 feet).  Because of
the lack of structural support, the tanks and
concrete basemat are assumed to fail completely
at 100 years, exposing the contaminated media
to rain-fall with subsequent infiltration to
groundwater.  At 100 years, the tanks and
concrete basemat are assumed to have the same
hydraulic conductivity and infiltration rate as the
surrounding soil.  DOE does not believe the



DOE/EIS-0303
FINAL May 2002 Public Comments and DOE Responses

D-9

tanks would fill with rainwater and overflow,
releasing contaminants to the land surface.

However, if the top of the tanks fail before the
base of the tanks fail or before the concrete
basemats disintegrate, water from precipitation
could leak into the tanks and cause them to
overflow at the ground surface.  In response to
similar public comments on the analysis of the
No Action Alternative in the Salt Processing
Alternatives Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-
0082-S2), DOE modeled the potential impacts of
a scenario in which the tanks overflow and spill
their contents onto the ground surface, from
which contaminants flow overland to nearby
streams.  The potential consequences of this type
of event would be smaller for the No Action
Alternative in this EIS than for the No Action
Alternative in the Salt Processing SEIS, because
the residual sludge that would remain in the
tanks following bulk waste removal is largely
insoluble, in contrast to the salt solution, which
would contain a large inventory of dissolved
radioactivity.  It is unlikely that rainwater
overflowing from the tanks could transport
appreciable quantities of radioactivity from the
sludge phase.

Nevertheless, the scenario addressed in the Salt
Processing Alternatives Supplemental EIS
places a conservative upper bound on the
potential consequences of this scenario to
persons who might consume water from SRS
streams for the No Action Alternative
considered in this EIS.  To conservatively
estimate the consequences of this scenario for
water users, DOE modeled the eventual release
of the salt waste to surface water at SRS,
assuming no loss of contaminants during
overland flow.  This modeling was performed
for both onsite streams that flow near the tank
farm areas (Fourmile Branch and Upper Three

Runs), as well as the Savannah River, into which
these streams flow.  The modeling showed that
an individual consuming 2 liters per day of
water from Fourmile Branch would receive a
dose of 640 millirem per year.  This dose is
more than 160 times the drinking water
regulatory limit of 4 millirem per year and
would result in an increased probability of
contracting a latent cancer fatality from a
70-year lifetime exposure of 0.022.  The
probability of contracting a latent cancer fatality
under the No Action Alternative would be about
13,000 times greater than that of any of the
action alternatives.  Similarly, an individual
consuming the same amount of water from
Upper Three Runs would receive a dose of
295 millirem per year, and an individual
consuming the same amount of water from the
Savannah River would receive a dose of
14.5 millirem per year.  These doses also exceed
the drinking water limit and would
incrementally increase the probability of
contracting a latent cancer fatality from a
70-year lifetime exposure by 0.01 and 5.1×10-4,
respectively.

For the No Action Alternative in the Final Salt
Processing Alternatives SEIS, DOE also
considered potential external radiation exposure
from the tank overflow scenario described above
for a resident in the tank farm area,
conservatively assuming that all contamination
is deposited on the ground surface rather than
flowing to streams or entering the underlying
soil.  The modeling showed that an individual
living in the tank farm would receive an external
direct gamma irradiation) dose of about 2,320
rem in the first year following the event, which
would result in a prompt fatality.

Response to comment L-1-10:  The word
�corrosive� has been deleted in Sections S.1
and 1.1.   
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L-2-1
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L-2-3

L-2-2

L-2-4

L-2-5

L-2-1
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L-2-15

L-2-7

L-2-14

L-2-12

L-2-13

L-2-8

L-2-6

L-2-9

L-2-11

L-2-10

L-2-16

L-2-17
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L-2-21

L-2-20

L-2-18

L-2-19

L-2-22

L-2-23
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Response to comment L-2-1:  Chapter 1 of the
EIS (Section 1.4.3) has been revised to present a
more comprehensive discussion of stakeholder
involvement in the SRS High-Level Waste Tank
Closure Program.  The following text has been
added:  �The public and the State of South
Carolina have been and continue to be involved
in the closure of HLW facilities at the SRS.
Additional public meetings were conducted in
North Augusta, South Carolina (January 9,
2001) and Columbia, South Carolina
(January 11, 2001) to present the Draft EIS for
public comments.

The Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) for SRS is
very interested in the closure of HLW facilities.
As such, the CAB has been briefed quarterly and
the CAB Waste Management Committee is
briefed bi-monthly on closure activities.  The
CAB has issued several recommendations
related to HLW tank closure.  DOE has carefully
reviewed these recommendations in establishing
and implementing the SRS HLW tank closure
program, and will continue to do so in the
future.�

As an example, the SRS CAB Recommendation
(January 23, 2001) regarding annulus cleaning
stated the Board�s concern that SRS appears to
be placing a low priority on annulus cleaning.
DOE responded to this recommendation
(February 8, 2001) stating, �the Savannah River
Operations Office considers the issue of removal
of waste from the tank annulus to be important
to the long-term success of the HLW Tank
Closure Program.�  The response further states,
�However, the development of methods for
removal of waste from the tank annulus as part
of the longer term effort to close Tank 14
reflects a balanced and responsive approach to
solving this important challenge.�  This
conclusion is valid for closure of all tanks that
have annuli.

Response to comment L-2-2:  Section 3.8.1
explains background radiation exposure and
Section 4.2.5 presents a comparison of the
calculated radiation doses to the average U.S.
background radiation exposure.

Response to comment L-2-3:  Comment noted.
Comparing the impacts of no action to those
with the action alternatives shows the beneficial
consequences.

Response to comment L-2-4:  The Summary
(Section S.4) and Chapter 1 (Section 1.2) have
been modified to acknowledge the possibility of
intrusion and releases from failed tanks in the
long term.  The long-term impacts of the No
Action Alternative are discussed in Section 4.2
of the EIS, and the modeling basis for the results
is presented in Appendix C (Section C.1.1).  For
purposes of the analysis DOE assumed that
structural failure of the tanks and subsidence
would not result in atmospheric releases,
because of the depth of the tanks below grade
and the likelihood that water and debris in the
tanks would tend to reduce the potential for
atmospheric releases.  The groundwater release
pathway is dominant in the calculation of doses,
which are described in Section 4.2.  See
response to L-1-9 regarding surface dispersion
of radioactivity under the no action alternative.

Response to comment L-2-5:  Because DOE has
not selected an alternative for tank closure at this
time, the safety analysis the commenter suggests
has not been performed.  However, current
safety analyses and surveillance programs
account for the presence of waste in some of the
tank annuli.  Following selection of an
alternative, and approval of a tank specific
closure module (in the case of all alternatives
except no action), DOE would perform the
appropriate safety analyses based on the selected
closure method.

In-tank generation of hydrogen may be an issue
in the highly concentrated radioactive waste
contained in the tanks prior to bulk waste
removal; however, that condition is not in the
scope of this EIS.  The impacts from each
alternative are evaluated assuming bulk removal
has already been done.  Under these conditions,
the amount of hydrogen that could be generated
internally would be insufficient to support
combustion.
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Response to comment L-2-6:  At the end of the
last paragraph before S.2.4, the text, �No leaks
have been observed in the Type III tanks� has
been added.

Response to comment L-2-7:  The text boxes in
Section S.2.4 of the Summary and
Section 1.1.4.2 of the EIS have been revised to
include all of waste incidental to reprocessing
criteria.  Section S.2.4 of the Summary and
Section 2.1 of the EIS have been revised to more
completely address meeting DOE Order 435.1
requirements relative to the waste incidental to
reprocessing determination - specifically
additional discussion of economic and technical
considerations for removal of waste.  The
section labeled �Performance Objective� does
refer to the overall performance standard in the
General Closure Plan, and states that closure of
individual tanks must occur in such a way that
overall performance objectives can be met.

Response to comment L-2-8:  Appendix C has
been revised to present a new table, as
Table C.3.1-2, which lists the assumed volume
of residual waste if the tanks are cleaned
remaining in each closed HLW tank.  Table
C.3.1-1 has been revised to present the average
concentration in each tank farm for each listed
radionuclide (curies/gallon).

Response to comment L-2-9:  See response to
comment L-2-4.

Response to comment L-2-10:  DOE would
follow the permitting procedures of the
SCDHEC for disposal of the removed HLW
tanks if the Clean and Remove Tanks
Alternative were selected and implemented.  The
residual material would meet the criteria for low
level waste and would be managed as such.  It is
DOE's practice that LLW generated at SRS is
disposed of at SRS.  Therefore, transportation
and disposal of this material at an offsite
location was not considered to be a reasonable
alternative.  DOE acknowledges the
commenter�s conclusions regarding increased
cost, exposure to workers, and increased risk of
transportation accidents if removed HLW tanks
were transported offsite for disposal.

Response to comment L-2-11:  Under the No
Action Alternative during the short term DOE
would continue to manage the tank farms but not
close any tanks.  This means that normal
operations would be conducted in accordance
with approved safety analyses.  During this
period of time the tanks would not be abandoned
but actively managed to ensure worker and
public health and safety.  See response to
comment L-7-82 regarding hydrogen generation.

Response to comment L-2-12:  Further
information on the costs of each alternative (that
presented in Section 2.3 of the Final EIS) has
been added to the Summary in Section S.8.1.

Response to comment L-2-13:  Both figures S-7
and 4.2.2-1 have been modified accordingly.

Response to comment L-2-14, L-2-18, L-2-19,
and L-2-20:  See response to L-2-1.

Response to comment L-2-15: Appendix E,
Description of the Savannah River Site High-
Level Waste Tank Farms, which is for Official
Use Only, contains detailed information about
the location, physical dimensions, and content of
the HLW tank systems.  Due to increased
concerns about operational security following
the events of September 11, 2001, Appendix E
will be made available upon request to those
who have a need to review this information.
Consistent with the direction of the Attorney
General of the United States, this information is
not releasable under the Freedom of Information
Act.  Figure E-4 (which was Figure A-5 in the
Draft EIS) has been modified to account for the
future storage use of some Type I tanks.

Response to comment L-2-16:  Figure E-4
(which was Figure A-5 in the Draft EIS) has
been revised to show an �X� through Tanks 17
and 20.

Response to comment L-2-17:  Section 1.1.3 is
correct.  Sections A.3.1 and E.2, third paragraph,
second-to-last line, have been revised to read,
�DOE removed some waste from the annulus at
that time, but some dry waste still remains in the
annulus.�
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Response to comment L-2-21:  Figure A-6 is
provided to present an environmental restoration
concept with backfill material and a
RCRA/CERCLA type cap shown over the
closed tanks.  See Figure A-5, Section A.4.4
(which is the same base figure as Figure 2.1-1)
for more detail.

Response to comment L-2-22:  DOE believes
that the existing note at the bottom of the table

provides sufficient guidance for interpreting
�percent of MCL.�  There are many tables in the
EIS that contain a similar construct.

Response to comment L-2-23:  The purpose of
footnote �B� was to provide a conversion from
curies to becquerels.  DOE believes that using
dual sets of units would make this table (and
other tables in the EIS) less reader-friendly and
understandable.
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L-3-1
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L-3-2

L-3-6

L-3-3

L-3-4

L-3-5
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L-3-7

L-3-8

L-3-9

L-3-10
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L-3-11

L-3-12

L-3-13

L-3-14



DOE/EIS-0303
FINAL May 2002 Public Comments and DOE Responses

D-21

L-3-15

L-3-16

L-3-17
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L-3-18

L-3-17
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Response to comment L-3-1:  Comment noted.

Response to comment L-3-2:  The waste is
somewhat homogeneous during waste removal
operations and is not amenable to segregation.
Therefore, DOE cannot consider selectively
removing only some of the residual waste.  Heat
of hydration would be managed during grout
placement.  Upon completion of grout placement
heat of hydration would not be an issue.

Response to comment L-3-3:  The grout would
not be formulated to contain a neutron modifier.
Concentrations in the waste are at levels that
criticality should not be a concern though it is
evaluated.  Minimal shrinkage and cracking is
expected but is not anticipated to have adverse
effects on the tank wall.

Response to comment L-3-4:  The residual
decay heat from any residual material on the
tank wall would be insignificant and would not
impact grout placement or strength.

Response to comment L-3-5:  Contaminated
water would be reused during the tank waste
slurry and waste removal activities.  It may be
necessary to process the water through existing
evaporators to maintain adequate tank space and
reduce the risk of leaks to the environment until
the grout is placed in the tank.  Additional
storage/holding tanks would not be needed.  Any
water released to the environment must satisfy
strict permit requirements and criteria.

Response to comment L-3-6:  Operation of the
HLW evaporators is outside the scope of the
EIS.  This type of information is addressed in
the Safety Analysis Report for the tank farms,
which is referenced in Appendix B of the EIS.

Response to comment L-3-7:  Production wells
are placed into the deep aquifers of Cretaceous
age in locations away from known contaminant
plumes.  The deep aquifer and the upper aquifers
are isolated by the thick Meyers Branch
Confining system.  This same hydrologic
isolation along with the great thickness of the
Cretaceous aquifer limits the impact of water
withdrawal from the deep aquifer on the shallow
aquifers and sediments, which would ensure that

the integrity of the tanks is not compromised
(i.e., sinkholes would not be created).

Response to comment L-3-8:  Samples of the
residual material in the tanks are collected and
analyzed to characterize the waste residuals.
SRS would use camera inspections of the
interior surfaces of the tanks to verify that the
tank walls are clean.  In the two tanks that DOE
closed (Tanks 17 and 20), the residual material
was about one-half to one-inch thick.

Response to comment L-3-9:  The water
generated from tank cleaning activities is
managed as HLW (e.g., sent through evaporators
for volume reduction).  Treatment of the high
level waste is outside the scope of this EIS (see
DOE/EIS-0082S, DOE/EIS-0082S-2, and
DOE/EIS-0217).  This EIS addresses stabilizing
the tank and remaining residual material after
removal of as much of the residual waste as
possible.

Response to comment L-3-10:  As noted in
Section 2.1, DOE selected oxalic acid as the
preferred chemical cleaning agent after
examining several cleaning agents that would
not aggressively attack carbon steel and would
be compatible with HLW processes.  These
studies included tests with waste simulants and
also actual Tank 16 sludge.  In tanks for which
DOE has performed spray water washing, DOE
has not noted any negative effects from the
pressure of the water washing.  The waste
removal equipment would be designed to be
robust enough to remove the waste in each
particular tank.  If situations arise such that
blockages occur, then steps would be taken to
remedy the situation.  Typically waste removal
equipment would remain in the tank.  DOE
would recycle tank cleaning materials to the
maximum extent practicable.

Response to comment L-3-11:  Waste and tank
temperatures would be monitored and managed
during waste removal from the tank to prevent
abnormal emissions from the tank.  The tank
cooling system would be isolated within the tank
following waste removal and the cooling coils
would be filled/entombed with grout.
Temperature and pressure within the tank would
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be managed during grout placement (using a
ventilation system).

Response to comment L-3-12:  Cutting up and
storing tanks within other tanks would not be
allowable under the current operating permit for
the tanks.  However, the EIS analyzes two
alternatives that include aspects of the
alternative proposed in the comment.  The Clean
and Remove Tanks Alternative includes the
cutting and removal of the tanks while the Fill
with Saltstone Option of the Stabilize Tanks
Alternative includes the disposal of waste in the
closed HLW tanks.  As shown in the EIS, the
radiation dose received by SRS workers
performing the tank removal activities under the
Remove Tanks Alternative would be
substantially higher than for any of the other
alternatives analyzed in the EIS.

Response to comment L-3-13:  There have been
no tests for viruses in birds nesting at SRS.  A
radionuclide monitoring surveillance program is
in place to monitor animals that are taken offsite
for consumption (primarily deer and feral hogs).
Any animals that exceed the DOE radioactivity
limit would be confiscated.

Response to comment L-3-14:  Thirteen
radionuclide air surveillance stations are
continuously monitored at SRS.  There are 12
stations located around the site perimeter and
one station located between F and H areas.
Releases resulting from tank closure activities
would be adequately characterized from
information from these monitoring stations.  As
discussed in Section B.2.2 of the EIS, the
consequences from postulated accidents were
assessed using average measured meteorological
values for the Savannah River Site.

The postulated accidents analyzed in
Appendix B include consideration of a tornado
as an initiating event.  Since the wind velocity

during a tornado would be larger than a
hurricane, its impacts would bound those from a
hurricane.  The changes in accident frequency if
hurricane initiated tornadoes were also included
would be so small that it would not alter the
conclusions in the EIS.

Response to comment L-3-15:  The probable
consequences of an earthquake are assessed as
part of the accident analysis in Appendix B.
Additional information and analysis are found in
the Safety Analysis Report for the tank farms.

Response to comment L-3-16:  The accuracy of
projections decreases with the length of the
projection into the future.  The value of
projecting beyond 10,000 years is low.  The
10,000-year period of analysis was selected to
conform to relevant regulatory guidance.
Current projections of a sea level rise associated
with greenhouse warming do not indicate a
potential for submergence of the SRS area.

Response to comment L-3-17:  Waste removed
from the tanks will be treated at DWPF.  The
walls would be cleaned and verified by visual
inspections using cameras.  All HLW tanks are
below grade.  DOE does not believe that coating
the interior tank walls with liquid glass material
as suggested in the comment is technically
practicable, nor would its use be necessary for
the closed HLW tanks to meet the performance
objectives.  See response to comment L-3-12
regarding the use of tanks to dispose of
structural material scrap from other tanks.

Response to comment L-3-18:  As discussed in
Section A.4.5 of the EIS, decisions regarding the
need for a cap over the closed HLW tanks would
be made as part of the Environmental
Restoration Program.
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